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ATTORNEY disciplinary proceeding. Attorney's |icense

suspended.

11 PER CURI AM This is a reciprocal discipline matter.
On August 1, 2008, the Ofice of Lawer Regulation (OLR) filed a
conplaint and notion pursuant to SCR 22.22 requesting that this
court suspend the license of Attorney Mchelle L. Tully for
three years as reciprocal discipline identical to that inposed
by the Illinois Suprenme Court.

12 Attorney Tully was admtted to practice law in

Wsconsin in 1993, and was previously admtted to practice |aw
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in Illinois in 1992, Ef fective August 2005, this court
suspended Attorney Tully's law Ilicense for tw years for
multiple counts of msconduct. See In re Disciplinary

Proceedi ngs Against Tully, 2005 W 100, 283 Ws. 2d 124, 699

N. W 2d 882. The m sconduct in that action included failing to
act with reasonable diligence and pronptness in representing a
client, continuing to practice law while suspended, and trust
account violations. Attorney Tully's Wsconsin |icense remains
suspended.

13 The OLR s conplaint noted that on Septenber 20, 2006

the Illinois Supreme Court ordered Attorney Tully to be
di sbarred on consent for a mninmum of three years. The Illinois
m sconduct involved conversion of client funds. The OLR s

conplaint noted that Attorney Tully failed to notify the OLR of
the Illinois disciplinary action wthin 20 days of the effective
date of that order, in violation of SCR 22.22(1).' The OLR first
| earned of Attorney Tully's Illinois disciplinary ruling during
February of 2008 through the ABA Center for Professional

Responsibility.

1 SCR 22.22(1) provides: Reciprocal discipline.

An attorney on whom public discipline for
m sconduct or a license suspension for nedical
i ncapacity has been inposed by another jurisdiction
shall pronptly notify the director of the matter.
Failure to furnish the notice within 20 days of the
effective date of the order or judgnment of the other
jurisdiction constitutes m sconduct.



No. 2008AP1900-D

14 This court issued an order directing Attorney Tully to
show cause why the inposition of the identical discipline
inposed by the Illinois Supreme Court would be unwarranted.
Attorney Tully failed to respond to the order to show cause.

15 Under SCR 22.22(3),2 in reciprocal discipline matters,
this court shall inpose the identical discipline unless three
exceptions are shown. There is no indication that any of the
exceptions apply in this case.

16 I T IS ORDERED that the license of Mchelle L. Tully to
practice law in Wsconsin is suspended for three years,
effective the date of this order.

M7 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Mchelle L. Tully shall
conply, if she has not already done so, with the requirenents of
SCR 22.26 pertaining to the duties of a person whose license to

practice law in Wsconsin has been suspended.

2 SCR 22.22(3) states as foll ows:

(3) The suprene court shall inpose the identical
di scipline or license suspension unless one or nore of
the followng is present:

(a) The procedure in the other jurisdiction was
so lacking in notice or opportunity to be heard as to
constitute a deprivation of due process.

(b) There was such an infirmty of proof
establishing the m sconduct or nedical incapacity that
the suprenme court <could not accept as final the
conclusion in respect to the msconduct or nedical
i ncapaci ty.

(c) The m sconduct justifies substantial ly
different discipline in this state.
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